Introduction
Field and laboratory veterinary work has long been associated with a wide variety of hazards including glanders' and brucellosis.' It is only in the past few years, however, that attention has been directed to the wider occupational health problems of such workers.
During the past decade considerable attention has been paid to the occupational hazards of laboratory workers and particularly to their risk of contracting laboratory-acquired infection.3-5 The veterinarian and the scientist in the Government Veterinary Service are both exposed to the hazards of zoonotic infection.
The field staff of the Agricultural Development and Advisory Service, supported by veterinary and scientific staff of the Central Veterinary Laboratory and the veterinary investigation centres, play the principal part in controlling scheduled diseases among farm animals. These laboratories provide a diagnostic service as well as conducting research relevant to the ministry's animal disease control programme, while further basic research on animal disease is carried out by establishments in the Agricultural Research Council.
A survey of this group would have two objectives: firstly, to obtain an estimate of the prevalence of the zoonotic infections in this population and, secondly, to aid in planning the deployment of occupational health resources to the veterinary services. 
Results
The age and sex distribution of the laboratory and technical staff was broadly similar. Whereas both sexes were evenly distributed in these two groups, only 100', of the professional veterinary staff were women. The age distribution of the veterinary group differed in that its mode occurred in the 50-54 year age group, some 15 to 20 years older than that observed in the age distribution of the other groups.
The laboratory and technical groups had shorter duration of employment in veterinary work than professional veterinarians. Table I shows the distribution of zoonotic infections in the study population. The overall incidence rates of the common zoonoses such as animal ringworm, brucellosis, and Newcastle disease are higher in the veterinary and technical support staff than in laboratory workers. In contrast, ornithosis, salmonellosis, and Q fever occurred at least as often among laboratory staff. had a raised antibody titre, although two others gave a history of leptospirosis. In the Illinois survey7 a history of leptospirosis was given by 1-8% of veterinarians with positive serology in 1-2% of the study population. Changes in work patterns after alterations in policy may be reflected in an altered level of risks to staff. The decline in the attack rate of Newcastle disease among veterinarians reflects the reduced level of exposure to the study population after alteration in the method of inspection of poultry houses. In contrast, recently, attention has been focused on Chlamydia B infection in poultry process plants where contact with ducks has proved a source of infection.17 Ornithosis presents an occupational hazard to both veterinarians and to veterinary laboratory workers. Of the two cases reported here, one infection was acquired in a laboratory, while the other followed a routine inspection of a poultry station.
ZOONOSES
The crude prevalence of tuberculous infection among this population of veterinary workers of 60 per 100 000 person years at work is higher than the estimated annual notification rate for the general population of 
Conclusions
This survey was undertaken to guide those responsible for occupational health and safety in the veterinary service. The results suggest that the risk of zoonoses in this group of veterinary workers depends to a considerable extent on factors outside their immediate control. Their work must reflect the prevalence of disease in the animal population, and while wellrecognised hazards such as brucellosis are receding, others such as ornithosis, Q fever, and rabies are of increasing importance. This survey strengthens the view that the laboratory workers shared the risks of those working in the animal pen and suggests that an association may exist between accidents, particularly with animals, and the risks of zoonotic infection. The high rate of injuries occurring when handling animals highlights the hazardous nature of some procedures and suggests the need for further study of the reasons for such accidents.
